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PER CURI AM

Steven A, Silvers appeals the district court's denial of his
notion filed under Fed. R Cv. P. 59(e), in which Silvers sought
reconsideration of the district court's previous denial of his
notion filed under Fed. R Civ. P. 60(b). W reviewthe denial of a

Rul e 59(e) notion for abuse of discretion. See Collision v. Inter-

nati onal Chem Wrkers Union, 34 F.3d 233, 236 (4th Cir. 1994). The

underlying goal of Silvers' notions is to have certain real prop-
erty returned to him which he contends was i nproperly forfeited in
conjunctionw th his previous crimnal prosecution. Because Sil vers
has already filed a notion for return of property, which was deni ed
by the district court, and the denial affirmed by this court,

United States v. Silvers, No. 96-7386 (4th Cr. Jan. 28, 1997) (un-

published), and Silvers has not raised any neritorious i ssues nor
presented to the district court any evi dence not previously consi d-
ered by either the district court or this court as to the return of
his property, we find that the district court did not abuse its
di scretion in denying Silvers' Rule 59(e) notion.

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's denial of Silvers'
Rul e 59(e) notion. We di spense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the Court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

" Silvers has submitted evidence to this court which he has
not first presented to the district court. Because this is not the
proper forum for presenting new evidence, we decline to consider
Silvers' filing.
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